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The issue is whether the employee’'s May 1, 1992 heart attack and death were sustained
in the performance of duty.

The Board has duly reviewed the case record on appeal and finds that appellant has failed
to meet her burden of proof in establishing that the employee's heart attack and death on May 1,
1992 occurred in the performance of duty.

Appellant submitted a claim for compensation aleging that her husband’'s death by
cardiac arrest on May 1, 1992 was causally related to factors of his federal employment. By
decision dated July 14, 1995, the Office of Workers Compensation Programs rejected
appellant’s claim, finding that she failed to meet her burden of proof to establish her claim. On
June 11, 1996 appellant requested reconsideration before the Office and submitted medical
reports in support of her claim. On August 7, 1996 the Office issued a decision denying
appellant’ s request for modification, finding that the evidence submitted in support thereof failed
to establish a causal relationship between the employee’s heart attack and employment factors.
On October 28, 1996 appellant requested reconsideration of the Office’'s August 7, 1996
decision. In adecision dated January 27, 1997, the Office denied modification of the August 6,
1996 decision.

Appellant has the burden of proving by the weight of the reliable, probative and
substantial evidence that the employee's death was causally related to his employment.® This
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burden includes the necessity of furnishing rationalized medical opinion evidence, based on a
complete factual and medical background, showing causal relationship.?

In support of her claim, appellant submitted several medical reports. The April 25, 1995
medical report, from Dr. Jeffrey A. Matos, however, has no probative value inasmuch as he
noted that he “was not involved with his care at the time of his death,” and therefore, he “cannot
make detailed statements about that time period.” 1nan April 27, 1995 medical report, Dr. Harry
Shapiro stated that the employee had been under his care from 1976 until 1980. He noted the
employee’s aggressive and hereditary cardiovascular disease which he noted placed the
employee in great risk. Although Dr. Shapiro stated that the effects of stress are well known on
people with cardiovascular disease, he did not provide a rationalized medical opinion
establishing a causal relationship between the employee’s condition and his employment factors.
Therefore, this report is of limited probative value in establishing appellant’s claim to benefits.®
In aJanuary 15, 1996 medical report, Dr. Harold S. Parnes, appellant’s son-in-law who is Board-
certified in radiology, stated that he believed that employee’ s death was caused by the stress that
the employee felt as a result of his position as a chief administrative law judge. However, this
report is also of limited probative value in that it is speculative with respect to whether the
employees position as chief administrative law judge caused the cardiac arrest and death.* Dr.
Parnes noted that the employee had a heart attack in the 1970's and that chest x-rays taken
several weeks prior to his death were normal. InaMay 30, 1996 medical report, Dr. Rowland D.
Goodman, Board-certified in internal medicine, noted appellant’s employment history, stating
that appellant’s position as a chief administrative law judge was stressful and that appellant had
prior history of a 1973 acute myocardial infarction complicated by cardiac arrest. He opined that
stressful working conditions caused the May 1, 1992 cardiac arrest and subsequent death. In a
June 4, 1996 medical report, Dr. Goodman reviewed the April 30, 1988 hospital reports and
noted diagnostic findings made at that time. Neither of these reports, however, provide
rationalized medical opinion evidence that the employee's heart attack was causally related to
his work. His findings are speculative and thus are of limited probative value.> Further, the
September 20, 1996 medical report, from Dr. Goodman lacked a rationalized medical opinion
establishing a causal relationship between the employee’ s heart attack and his employment. The
Board has held that medical reports not containing rationale on causal relation are entitled to
little probative value and are generally insufficient to meet appellant’s burden of proof.®

As appellant failed to submit the necessary rationalized medical opinion evidence to
support that the employee’'s May 1, 1992 heart attack and death were caused by factors of federal
employment, the Office properly denied her clam.
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The January 27, 1997 and August 7, 1996 decisions of the Office of Workers
Compensation Programs are affirmed.”

Dated, Washington, D.C.
July 7, 1999

David S. Gerson
Member

Willie T.C. Thomas
Alternate Member

A. Peter Kanjorski
Alternate Member
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